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of its Qefense Qollars if relutively nmore money
was invested in tmproved U.S. ship and alr-
craft malntenance and readiness programs,
and relatively less to new ship-bullding and
aircraft-bullding, especially at the more ex-
peusiva end of the high-low mix of ships and
alrcraft. ) .

An “Efficiency” Defense Budget the same
stze of that currently requested, but de-
signed with these prineiples in mind, would
yleld a far more potent and suitable U.S. de-
fensa force.

OPTION 3! MATCHING DEFENSE FORCGS TO.

FOREIGN POLICIES

Adopting the EFFICENCY Defense Budget
outliried in this study wlil not save money
put will add sdditional defense muscle where
it is needed most. Adopting the ECONOMY
defense Budget outlined here would save
$8,537.9 million aod stil} provide an adequate
and strong defense force. .

Adopting @ different foreign polley gen-
erates difersnt kinds of defense forces to
support it. We have examined the different
kinds of TACAIR. seapower, and defense
manpower forces needed for each of four
foreign policy options: :
- (1) A Pax Americana Foreign Policy ~

- {2) The Present Foreign Policy of the us.

(3) A Pacific .Pullback,/Europe-First For-
eign Policy A

(4) A Genernl Retrenchment U.S. Foreign
Policy )

How much should be spent on defense to
implement each of these? What kind of forces
are needed for each?

PAX AMERICANA

Thig foreign policy would require a very
strong and larger defense force. The US.
Navy would be built to a level of 650 ships
with as many as 25 alrcraft carriers and
matching escorts. The Navy would swell to
800,000 people and the Marines to 250,000.
Naval forces would be asslgned in strength
to every ocean in the world. A Pax Amerlcana
military force would also maintain 30 active
Army divisions, 5 active Marine divisions,
45 tactical Air Force wings, 25 Navy carrler
wings, and -6 Marine aircorps wings., U.S.
strategic force levels need not be changed
significantly to sapport a foreign policy of
Pax Americana since s massive U.S. strategic
force to deter aggression s already in place.
A Pax Amerlca miittary force would cost as
much a3 twice what the U.S. now allocates
to the Defense bndget. an estimated dollar
cost _of roughly $220 billion per year with
‘nearly 4 milllon persons in uniform and 2
milllon defense.civilians working full time
for DoD. ’ o~

PRESENT POLICY: STATUS QUO

Present U.S. foreign policy commitments
could be supported by 2 budget similar in
dollar size to the U.S. Defense budget sim-
ply by adopting the administration program.
Or a somewhat smaller defense budget with
the suggested cuts laid out would glve an
economical but still hinpressive defense pro-
gram to the country.

Present potlicy could be supported by an
“economical” defense program costing $8,-
537.9 milllon less than the original FY 1977
Defense Department reguest. Still another
legitimate defense posture used to support
the present policy might be what would be
termed an “efliclent”, if not economical, de-
fense posture. In the efliclent posture the
$8,537.0 million saved from the “soft” pro-
grams would be plowed back into more rea-
sonable defense programs such as PGMs,
anti-tank weaponry, improved TACAIR pro-
grams, and greater readiness and mainte-
nance programs.

PACIFIC PULLBACIC, EUTOPE FIRST

This kind of foreign polley would require
a defense establishment consisting of a 400
ship Navy, £n overseas force reduced in size
by 72,000 consisting of withdrrwals from

-
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Koren and scaledowns elsewhere Gver fve
vears. Pacific bases would be withdrawn from
Korea and a naval scaledown in the Far East
would oceur. Ouce contpleted such a policy
would save $720 million annually in man-
power costs and 37,400 million in Kavy-Ma-
rine costa yearty. U.S. Naval forces would be
centerad around nine attack carriers at their
core.  Scaledowns in naval tactleal airiorces
and tactical air units in the Western Pacific
region would.also allow antiual cost savings
of roughly $1,000 million per year oace ac-~
complished. BEuropean forces under this policy
would remain similar to the preseni deploy-
ments. Overall this policy in fiscal terms
would mean defense expenditures cuts of
$9,120 million based on foreign policy changes
alone. This, of .course, could be combined
with the “economy” cuts of $8,537.9 million
described under the present foreign policy to
produce an annual total savings of $1.7,657
million dollars in defense expenditures. Con-
versely, these resources could be diverted to
butlding a stronger Furopean force showld
that be necessary ‘to maintain the military
halance there under such a policy of ~"Fu-
rope First.”” - :
GENERAL PETRENCHMENT

. A policy of general retrenchment would
involve a major pullback of U.S. forces from
both Europe and the Western Pacific. This
‘policy would require far fewer forces than
Pax Americana, the Status Quo, or Pacific
Pullback Policies and would also require less
of a defense budget investment. Under 2 gen~
eral retrenchment policy the U.S. Navy would
still retain 400 ships, nine attack aircrait

carriers, and 342,000 Navy people as well 23

126,000 Marines. This would represent B2
fewer ships than we now maintain and 407%
fewer peopte. The Navy budget would thus

be in the nelghborhood of $28.5 billiowss —~ o
current dollars, down $£8,900 million ¢ e _— . S——
¢ ¥ lon from PROPOSED STANDING COMMITTER

current Navy budget. Tactlcal airforces cou
also be confined to the United States or:
token deployments abroad with 20 of the 4
TACAIR wings withdrawn and demobilize
for a savings estimated at $13 billion in cur
rent dollars each year after such action was
taken. Such a general retrenhcment policy
would also permit a return and demobiliza=
tion of 172,000 land-based troops from Eu-~
rope and Asia at a cost savings of at least
$2.0 billlon per vear once the transition costs
have been pald. Strateglo forces would re-
main at present levels for the purpose of
deterrence of direct attacks on the United
States. . ’
Changing to a foreign policy of general re-
. trenchment would thus require a significant-
.1y smaller defense establishment abroad. It
would signal far 12s3 dependence on the mili~
tary power and other advantages secured by
tight alltances. The defense expenditures for
such a policy would be 322.9 billion less than
that needed to maintain the present foreign
policy-~this based sclely on forelgn policy
changes, If the “cconomies” also identified
in the present defense budget were taken an”
additional $8,537.9 million might be saved.
Thus, a foreign policy of general retrench-
nient might lead to savings in excess of 31
billion dollars in delense expenditures. -
) SUMMARY
Overall, U.S. deferses costs wouid vary in
tire following ways depending upon the for-
eign policy optlon elected and whether one
adpoted an “Eficliency” or an “Economy”™
budget for the Department o? Defense,

Fiscal year 1977 defense erpendilfires
~ Foreign policy adopted
1. Present U.S. Policy.

_ 2. Pax American Policy.
3. Pacific Pullback/Europe-First Poltcy.

4. General Retrenchment Policy.
Effclency budget

1. $116.4 Biilien ($114.2 -+ 2.2B in payroll
addeqd).
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2. £226.0 Bilon {rough estimate) (exd
cost: S104 Billlon). .
3. $107.3 Billlon. {foreign poilcy culs alone}

£ 3

- ¢savings: 39:1 Billlon).

4. $33.5 Bitlton: (foreigm policy cuts nlere}
€savings: $22.9 Billlon). .
Tronomy budget
$167.65 Billiovr (38,537.9 millisn saved:.
N Zinds of forces pur~
chased with hedges & Into budzet).

3. £98.8 DBilton (foreign policy -+ eronoumy
cuts) (savings: $§17.6 Biliion).

4. §83.0 Bitllon (foreign policy -+ econemy
cuts)y (savings: $31.% Biillon). :

In conclasion, we aliow the reader to drvaw -
his own conclusion as o the correet foreign
policy for the United States and whether to
elect the economy or er’clency versions of the
Deofense budget. It is also owr firm conclu-
sion: that there should be no rubberstamping
eof the FY 1977 defense hudget or of any nuito-
matic cost-of-living raisg in military and
DoD civilianx pay for Y 1977. We conelude

-that even if the cwrranht XIS, foreign policy

is adopted, cither $8,537.9 million should ber
reinvested in progratas that make more sense
such 83 those identiffed in option 2 or
$8,537.9 million sheuld be saved the taxpayer
or invested in other rnore useful government °
programs. Both the economy snd the efit-
ciency budget opiions make more zense than,
the propesed PY 1977 budget now before ihe
congress.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING .

BUSINESS - -

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn-
ing business is closed. N T :

ON INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under

the previous unanimous-consent agree~

ment, 11 a.m, having arrived, the Sensate
will now resume consideration of the un-’
finished business, Senate Resolution 408,

which will be stated by title.. - . .

The second assistant legislative cleri o

read as follows: . ;
" A resointion (S. Res. 400)- to establish »

Standing Committee of the Senate on In~.’
telligence Activities, and for other purposes. -

of the resolution.

The Senate resumed the consideration
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under

the previous order, the Senate will now . -

proceed to the consideration of the
emendment offered by the Senator from
Texas (Mr. Towszz) and the Senaior
from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS), with a
time limitation oi 3 hours thereon, and
with a vote therezon to occur at 2 pom.

" The amendment will be stated.

The ossistant legislative clerk read as -

follows: . N .
The Senator from Texas (Mr. Towsn), for
himself, Mr. SrENNi3, Mr. GoLpwaTEr, sad
Mr. THURMOND, proposes: an amendment
numbered 1649, : :

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, 2 pailia-

mentary inguiry. o
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator will state it. o
Mr. TOWER. Who has control of the
time in favor of the amendment, and who
has contro} of the time in opposition?

The PRESIDENT pro_tempore. Sen=:. -
ators Rreicorr? and STENNIS are in con- .

trol of the time, :
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